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Abstract 
 
Problem behavior, such as disruption or property destruction, is commonly observed in 
classrooms, and interferes with student education. The purpose of this study was to examine 
effects of group size within a well-studied class-wide behavior management intervention, the 
GBG. Consistent with previous research, the GBG was effective in decreasing disruptive 
behavior but there was no clear differentiation between GBG big and GBG small. The students 
and the teacher showed high social validity for the GBG.  
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Chapter 1:  
Introduction 
Problem behavior, such as disruption or property destruction, is commonly observed in 
classrooms, and interferes with students’ education.  Due to a lack of resources, many teachers 
do not receive adequate training about how to treat such challenging behavior. For example, a 
recent questionnaire administered to teachers in both special education and general education 
departments showed that over half of the recipients did not receive extensive preparation to 
manage challenging behavior (Westling, 2010). Additionally, research has shown that students 
who engage in problem behavior at a young age are less likely to have positive interactions with 
teachers. These poor interactions can lead to future academic difficulties as well as peer related 
problems (Austin & Agar, 2005; O’Shaughnessy, Lane, Frank, Gresham, & Beebee-
Frankenberger, 2003; Tanol, Johnson, McComas, & Cote, 2010).  
 Despite efforts designed to improve classroom management, problem behavior persists 
in school settings and can interfere with the learning environment (Tanol, et al. 2010; Tingstrom, 
Sterling-Turner, & Wilczynski, 2006). One way problem behavior interferes with learning is the 
distraction it poses for all students in the classroom (Luiselli, Putnam, & Sunderland, 2002). 
Teachers have expressed that problem behavior affects their teaching performance. Anderson 
and Kincaid (2005) reported that four in ten teachers spend less time teaching and more time 
managing problem behavior in the classroom.  For example, when problem behavior occurs, the 
teachers focus their attention on the student(s) engaging in problem behavior and attempt to 
resolve the issue. As a result, time is taken away from the academic lesson and all students in the 
classroom may suffer. Another interference as a result of problem behavior may be missing an 
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entire lesson, if the consequence of problem behavior results in the student being removed from 
the classroom (i.e., sent to the office).   
Because problem behavior occurs frequently, there is a broad area of research focused on 
improving classroom management strategies. One area involves the use of group contingencies. 
Group contingencies are an effective way to manage problem behavior and are commonly used 
in classrooms as games (e.g., Barrish, Saunders, & Wolf, 1969; Donaldson, Vollmer, Krous, 
Downs, & Berard, 2011; Embry, 2002; Floress & Jacoby, 2017; Lastrapes, 2016; Tingstrom et 
al., 2006; Walh, Hawkins, Haydon, Marsicano, & Morrison, 2016). For example, the Good 
Behavior Game (GBG) and the Caught Being Good Game (CBGG) are each group contingencies 
that are implemented as games. Each has been empirically evaluated as an intervention for 
problem behavior and, combined, have proven effective in many classroom settings across 
several populations (Lastrapes, 2016). Although each game is designed to reduce problem 
behavior in the classroom, there are procedural differences between each intervention. The GBG 
consists of dividing the class into groups and establishing rules and consequences for appropriate 
and inappropriate behavior (Barrish et al., 1969; Fishbein & Wasik, 1981; Harris & Sherman, 
1973). The GBG is effective in reducing problem behavior and increasing appropriate behavior 
by allotting points to the team whose member(s) engages in the target problem behavior. At the 
end of the game, the team with the least number of points (i.e., the winning team) earns a reward 
(e.g., Barrish et al., 1969).  
 
Alternatively, the CBGG allots points to teams for whose members engage in appropriate 
behavior. Thus, the winning team is the team with the greatest number of points at the end of the 
game (Wright & McCurdy, 2012).  
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There is a clear trend toward creating packaged interventions to address class-wide 
behavior problems (i.e., GBG and CBGG). The development of each game tends to result in a 
string of research where their effectiveness is replicated and compared. For example, when you 
search the GBG in the Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis, 415 articles appear. Framing these 
interventions as games, each with its own name, may be good for dissemination, but may 
negatively affect research by drawing resources away from the fundamental determinants of 
effective classroom interventions. For example, making a modest change to one intervention and 
giving it a new name creates unnecessary distance between the new game and the research 
underpinning the previous. Such distance risks the effective loss of information gained by the 
previous research and edges toward what Bear, Wolf, and Risley (1968) called ‘a collection of 
tricks’, rather than a cohesive and integrated discipline. Moreover, such a bottom-up approach is 
potentially wasteful because it reduces to a brute-force search of every possible combination of 
variables without the benefit of guidance by an integrated and conceptually systematic approach.  
A potentially more efficient approach to improving classroom management strategies 
might be to systematically investigate effects of variables that make up the games. In this way, 
the results of such studies can provide clues about what combinations are best given particular 
clinical goals (e.g., when reducing problem behavior or increasing on task behavior in a 
classroom).  
One variable that should be addressed is group size, because it is a feature that varies 
across different games and often appears to be arbitrarily chosen. Because group size varies 
across this string of research, this may be a factor that influences the effectiveness of the 
interventions. Very little research has examined the role of group size. Shapiro and Goldberg 
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(1990) studied the relationship of group size within group contingencies to improve spelling 
performance. In Study 1, they examined a small group size where 4 students were a part of the 
group (n=4) versus a large group size where 8 students were a part of the group (n=8). Both 
groups improved their spelling performances, but they did not find a difference in improvement 
between the small group versus the large group. In Study 2, they examined small group sizes 
(n=4) versus larger group sizes (n=48). Both groups improved their spelling performance, but the 
smaller group had a greater improvement compared to the larger group. Overall, the results from 
this study were inconsistent with respect to the effects of group size. One potential explanation 
for the inconsistency might be that the difference in group size (n=4 vs. n=8) in the first study 
may have not been a large enough difference to produce a detectable effect in comparison to 
Study 2 (n=4 vs. n=48).   
Why might the size of the group matter? One reason may be that larger group sizes place 
a greater burden on the teacher in terms of monitoring the behavior of each individual student, 
and that this results in a weaker contingency between inappropriate behavior a point delivery.  
Evaluating effects of parameters like group size is important because little research 
exists, group size is a prominent feature of all group contingencies, and it varies a lot across 
different implementations. Currently, few guidelines or findings exist that allow implementers to 
select a group size in an informed way.  Therefore, the purpose of this study was to examine 
effects of group size within class-wide behavior management intervention the GBG.  
.  
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Chapter 2: 
Methods 
Participants and Setting 
Participants were recruited from a kindergarten classroom at a local private preschool. 
The preschool specialized for students who were unsuccessful in typical public education 
classrooms. Most students in this setting had various learning or developmental diagnoses 
(Autism Spectrum Disorder (ASD), oppositional defiant disorder (ODD), attention deficit 
hyperactivity disorder [ADHD], etc.) and exhibited a range of problem behavior. However, some 
typically developing students also attended the school. The total number of students in the class 
ranged from 20-22.  
Participants included one teacher and 5 students. Pseudonyms were used to protect 
participants privacy. Dylan was a 7-year-old male diagnosed with Attention Deficit 
Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD). Brent was a 6-year-old male. Cody was a 6-year-old male. 
Derik was a 7-year-old male diagnosed with ADHD. Bryan was a 6-year-old male diagnosed 
with ASD and Apraxia. The study took place during circle time, an activity identified through 
discussions with the teacher because of its association with high levels of problem behavior. 
Prior to starting the study, the principal investigator explained the purpose of the study to the 
staff as well as the criteria for participation. An informational flyer was sent home with every 
student enrolled in the class and if caregivers were interested the principal investigator obtained 
consent. Student participants were included if they were between the ages of 4 and 8 years old, 
had the ability to follow instructions, and attended the private preschool. The teacher who 
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instructed the game had been teaching for 28 years. She received her master’s degree from 
University of South Florida in 2000. She opened up her own private preschool in 2008 and has 
been teaching there continuously since starting.  
 Target Responses  
The dependent variable, disruptive behavior was identified as out of seat and talking out 
of turn.  Out of seat behavior was defined as any instance of the student leaving their carpet 
square including leaning backwards, sitting on their knees, and legs out in front. Talking out of 
turn was defined as any instance in which the student blurted out the answer or talked with their 
friends before raising their hands and having the teacher call their name to add to the discussion. 
The principal investigator observed the classroom and determined the specific topographies to 
target during the implementation of the game.  
Materials  
 The materials for the game included a white dry-erase board, dry erase markers, and 
laminated cards with the students assigned to their groups. The principal investigator and the 
teacher met to discuss possible rewards. The teacher decided that the reinforcer was going to the 
next activity first while receiving praise. The next activity that followed circle time was centers, 
which included high-preferred activities like playdough and block building. The students were 
allowed to interact with one another during centers. The length of the extended circle time 
varied, anecdotally 2-5 minutes.   
Measures  
Data collection. Sessions were divided into 10-s intervals and data on out-of-seat 
behavior and talking out-of-turn were collected using partial interval recording; their combined 
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absence, talking out of turn and out of seat behavior, in any given interval was also recorded by 
observers using whole-interval recording. Data collectors were provided with operational 
definitions and were trained prior to collecting data. 
Because all five participants were in the same classroom at the same time, observers were 
instructed to only watch one participant at a time for 10 s, and then move onto the next 
participant, and so on. This process was standardized into the data collection form (Appendix C), 
which also indicated the specific times observers should have been attending to each participant.  
 The participants were out of seat or talking out of turn if it occurred during any part of 
the 10-s interval the data collectors scored what behavior occurred for that specific participant. 
The absence of both out-of-seat behavior and talking-out-of-turn in any given interval was also 
scored by observers using whole-interval recording. Data were only collected on the participants 
that obtained consent, although the entire class played the game.    
 Inter-observer agreement.  Inter-observer agreement (IOA) was calculated for a total of 
34% across all conditions. Each condition ranged from 25%-50%. Total agreement was collected 
by number of intervals agreed divided by total number of intervals multiplied by 100. For 
agreement to occur, during the 10-s interval both data collectors had to score a plus (“+”, no 
disruptive behavior), B (out of seat), or S (talking out of turn). If out of seat and talking out of 
turn occurred in the same interval, the data collectors would score both B and S in the same 
interval. Inter-observer agreement was calculated for each behavior. During baseline, IOA was 
calculated for 50% of sessions and the average IOA was 96.9%. During Phase 2, IOA was 
calculated for 33% of sessions and the average IOA was 98.5%. During Phase 3, IOA was 
calculated for 25% of sessions and the average IOA was 99.3%. When reversed back to baseline, 
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IOA was calculated for 33% of sessions and the average IOA was 97%. During phase 3, IOA 
was calculated for 33% of sessions and the average IOA was 98.8%.  
Procedural integrity. Data collectors collected data on the teacher’s implementation of 
the games using a checklist. The checklist included the steps of the game, such as whether the 
instructions were given prior to starting the game, if the points were distributed properly, and if 
the reward was given as instructed. See Appendix B for the procedural integrity checklist 
(Marotta, 2017). After every session, the principal investigator and the teacher had a brief 
discussion about the game and how the teacher felt about implementing the points and feedback 
was provided. Procedural integrity did not fall below 100%.  
Training. Behavioral Skills Training (BST) is an evidence-based active learning 
approach that includes instruction, modeling, rehearsal, and feedback to provide training for 
individuals. The principal investigator (PI) provided instructions on how to implement each of 
game. Next, the PI demonstrated how to implement the game in a few different scenarios. After 
modeling, the Pl observed teacher role-play different scenarios. Feedback was provided during 
the role-plays to enhance training for the teachers (Parsons & Rollyson, 2012). BST training was 
conducted in 2 days and took approximately 2 hours.  
Social Validity. Social validity measures were obtained from the student participants by 
asking them whether they enjoyed playing the game (yes or no). Social validity measures were 
obtained from the teachers using the Usage Rating Profile-Intervention Revised (URP-IR; 
Chafouleas, Briesch, Neugebauer, & Riley-Tillman, 2011). The questionnaire included questions 
on preference, feasibility, and efficacy of the games. 
 
 
 
9 
 
Good Behavior Game  
The game was played 1-2 times a day during circle time. The game duration varied from 
9 to 40 min depending on the academic activity (mean: 22 min). The teacher announced when 
the game began and presented the rules and the game-related materials.  
The GBG is a class-wide group contingency that consists of splitting a class into groups. 
Groups were determined by the teacher and the principle investigator prior to starting the 
intervention. The participants were assigned to groups based on the teacher’s opinion about the 
student’s behavior by distributing those students with the most problem behavior across different 
groups so that all groups had an equal opportunity to win the game. Points were delivered to 
groups contingent on problem behavior. Before starting the game, the teacher stated the rules of 
the game and how to win the game. The rules for the GBG are every time a student engages in 
disruptive behavior (e.g., out of seat or talking out of turn), the student’s group received a point 
on board in the front of the room. The teacher clearly stated the rule for each specific target 
response that resulted in a point (e.g. “remember to sit on your bottom”). The group with the 
least amount of points won the game. The students in the winning group were provided the 
reward of going to the next activity first (e.g., centers) and the losing group continued in circle 
time for a few minutes. 
Conditions and Experimental Design  
 Group sizes were examined using a multi-element design with an embedded reversal 
design.     
Baseline. The teacher structured the designated activity period as usual and the data 
collectors recorded disruptive behavior.  
 
 
10 
 
GBG (A): Comparison of Group Sizes (Big vs. Small). Following Baseline, the teacher 
was trained to implement the GBG (see Training, above). Following training, GBG (A) began. 
During GBG (A), the GBG was implemented as described above in two conditions alternated in 
a multielement fashion: GBG Big, in which the entire class was split into 2 groups with an 
average of 8 students per group (range, 6-9); and GBG Small  in which the class was divided into 
four separate groups with an average of 4 students per group (range, 3-5). Prior to starting the 
game, the teacher stated which group the class will be split as and the rules for the game.  
GBG (B): Comparison of Group Sizes (Big vs. Small).  GBG (A) failed to find a 
difference between the small and large condition. During GBG (B), the GBG was implemented 
as described above except GBG Big was the entire class as 1 group. The big group had an 
average of 17 students (range, 13-19). The small groups had an average of 4 students (range, 2-
5). In addition, the criterion number of points that resulted in a loss was determined based on 
performance in previous sessions. For the first GBG big session of this phase, the criterion 
number of points was selected based on the average amount of points provided to both GBG big 
and GBG small during the entire GBG (A). Following the first GBG big session in GBG (B), the 
number of points scored in the previous session was multiplied by 1.1 to determine the amount 
of points for the following session. If the group did not exceed this number, they won the game 
and went to the next activity early. If they did not win the game, the teacher continued the 
planned circle time.  
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Chapter 3: 
Results 
Figure 1 shows the percent of intervals with disruptive behavior averaged across all 
participants. During Baseline, there was a high percentage of disruptive behavior. Following the 
initiation of GBG (A), disruptive behavior decreased relative to Baseline. However, there was no 
differentiation between GBG big and GBG small during GBG (A). Because we failed to see 
differentiation, we evaluated a larger difference between the GBG big and small groups in GBG 
(B). Disruptive behavior remained low during GBG (B), and there continued to be no 
differentiation between GBG big and GBG small. Disruptive behavior increased following a 
brief reversal to baseline and then decreased again when we re-implemented GBG big and small. 
Note that there are only 2 data points during the first phase of GBG (B). Upon failing to see a  
clear and compelling effect (the level of problem behavior seemed similar to that observed 
during GBG [A]), we decided to reverse back to baseline.  
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Figure 1. Percent of intervals with disruptive behavior for the class. 
Figures 2 and 3 shows data from Dylan and Brent. Their results correspond to the group 
data shown in Figure 1. Both the GBG big and GBG small produced decreases in disruptive 
behavior that were replicated following a brief reversal back to Baseline.  
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Figure 2. Percent of intervals with disruptive behavior for Dylan. 
 
 
 
Figure 3. Percent of intervals with disruptive behavior for Brent.  
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Figures 4 and 5 show data from Cody and Derik, respectively. Cody’s results did not 
correspond as well to the average performance shown in Figure 1. GBG big and GBG small 
resulted in a decrease in disruptive behavior, but disruptive behavior did not increase during the 
return to baseline. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4. Percent of intervals with disruptive behavior for Cody.  
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
15 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 5. Percent of intervals with disruptive behavior for Derik.  
Figure 6 shows data for Bryan. His results do not correspond to the average shown in 
Figure 1. Disruptive behavior was variable during the initial Baseline. During GBG (A) and 
GBG (B) there was less variability than initial Baseline. When reversed back to Baseline, 
disruptive behavior remained low and continued to remain low during GBG (B).  
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Figure 6. Percent of intervals with disruptive behavior for Bryan.  
 
All participants reported they enjoyed playing the game (5 out of 5 said yes). The teacher 
completed the URP-IR to assess acceptability, understanding, and feasibility. The teacher rated 
understanding (mean, 6 out of 6), feasibility (mean, 5.67 out of 6), and system climate (mean, 5.4 
out of 6) high. The teacher rated acceptability (mean, 4.78 out of 6) moderately. The teacher 
rated home school collaboration (mean 1) and system support (mean, 2.67) low. 
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Chapter 4 
Discussion  
Consistent with previous research, the GBG was effective in reducing disruptive behavior 
during circle time in a preschool setting (e.g., Donaldson et al., 2011). Data for two of those 
subjects (Dylan and Brent) showed clear experimental control with rapid changes in behavior 
following changes to GBG and Baseline. Experimental control was compromised in the other 
three subjects either by a failure to return to baseline rates during the reversal (Cody and Bryan) 
or a failure of those rates to remain high during the reversal (Derik). 
A distinction between whether or not decreases were observed during treatment and 
whether or not experimental control was demonstrated in the reversal design is important. Had 
we failed to see decreases in disruptive behavior for Cody, Derik, and Bryan, one might suppose 
that the effect on the group data was due only to changes that occurred in Dylan’s and Brent’s 
behavior. A more careful examination of data from the other three subjects shows that was not 
the case. Failure to show experimental control in each subject should not be surprising given that 
all of the subjects were taking part in the experiment in the same classroom at the same time.  
Single-subject design methodology necessitates the evaluation of factors like level, trend, and 
variability when considering phase changes.  Typically, such designs dictate that those features 
be favorable for changing phases in each subject.  Because our intervention was implemented 
with all five subjects participating simultaneously in the same classroom and were operating 
within the time constraints of a school year, we felt that staying in a phase until every subject 
showed favorable data was infeasible and instead we made phase-change decisions based on the 
average (group) data prioritized. Indeed, careful examination of a dozen papers on the GBG 
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reveals that only two of them show individual data (e.g., Barrish, Saunders, & Wolf, 1969; 
Donaldson, Vollmer, Krous, Downs, & Berard, 2011; Embry, 2002; Fishbein & Wasik, 1981; 
Flower, McKenna, Muething, Bryant, & Bryant, 2014; Harris & Sherman, 1973; McCurdy, 
Lannie, Barnabas, 2009; Pennington & McComas, 2017; Salend, Reynolds, Coyle, 1989; Tanol, 
Johnson, McComas, & Cote, 2010). Further, this approach has some face validity because 
changes in the group’s behavior might be a closer approximation to what the teacher perceives.  
The purpose of this study was to evaluate group size within the GBG. As results show, 
there was no clear differentiation between the group sizes. As mentioned previously, Shaprio and 
Goldberg (1990), compared interdependent and dependent group contingencies to increase 
spelling performance in a middle school. That study was not designed to compare big groups 
versus smaller groups but found mixed results between groups when they manipulated group 
sizes. Unlike Shapiro and Goldberg (1990), this study specifically examined group size. When 
group sizes did not have a big difference between them (i.e., 4 versus 9), neither study obtained a 
size effect. When the group sizes had bigger differences between them, these studies found 
mixed results. Shaprio and Goldberg (1990), found a difference when the large group was 48 
students and the small group was 4 students. The current study did not find a difference when the 
large group had an average of 17 students (range 13-19) and the small group had an average of 4 
students (range 2-5) during GBG (B).  
An advantage to the GBG was the high social validity from the students. Some 
participants specified that they enjoyed the large group more than the small group because they 
were in a group with their friends. Anecdotally, the experimenter and teacher observed students 
playing the game with their friends during centers or outside time and provided points on a piece 
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of paper or chalk board. Previous studies have also demonstrated this effect (Donaldson et al., 
2011). The teacher mentioned that she preferred the big group, specifically the entire class (GBG 
B), when playing the game because it was easier to implement. We decided to use the URP-IR 
measure social validity so that we can compare our results to other studies that have used the 
same social validity measure. The three questions that we found to be the most relevant are 
acceptability, understanding, and feasibility. Fallon, Cathcart, DeFouw, O’Keeffee, and Sugai 
(2017), evaluated self-assessments and training to promote teacher’s implementation of behavior 
plans. Jaffery (2013), evaluated the use of Direct Behavior Rating (DBR) to collect student’s 
data throughout different settings. Sanetti, Collier-Meek, Long, Kim, and Kratochwill (2014), 
used implementation planning to increase teacher’s consistency in implementing behavior plans. 
The averages from these studies are represented below. All studies rated acceptability 
understanding, and feasibility high with little variability. Table 1 represents the articles that 
utilized the URP-IR.  
Table 1. URP-IR average mean score for acceptability, understanding, and feasibility. 
Table 1 
Mean Score using 
URP-IR 
   
Authors 
 
 
Carr & Samaha (2018) 
Acceptability 
 (mean) 
 
4.78 
Understanding  
(mean) 
 
6 
Feasibility       
(mean) 
 
5.67 
 
Fallon, Cathcart, 
DeFouw, O’Keeffe, & 
Sugai (2017) 
 
4.63 
 
4.89 
 
4.06 
 
Jaffery (2013) 
 
4.9 
 
5.6 
 
5.4 
 
Sanetti, Collier-Meek, 
Long, Kim, & 
Kratochwill (2014) 
 
5.19 
 
5.67 
 
4.78 
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One noteworthy feature of this study was that it did not involve the delivery of tangible 
rewards when the students won the game because the teacher did not want them included in her 
classroom. Instead, the investigator and teacher agreed to allow the winning team to leave circle 
time first to begin the next activity first while also receiving praise from the teacher. There are a 
number of reasons why this might have been an effective reinforcer for some students (e.g., 
students who chose center activity first were more likely to be able to choose their most-
preferred center activity before it was ‘full’; anecdotally center activities involved access to 
materials like playdoh and Legos, which appeared to be preferred; students were allowed to talk 
to each other quietly during centers; losing the game [staying in circle time] might have been a 
low-preferred activity, etc.).  
There were a few limitations to the current study. One limitation to this study is 
demonstrating experimental control using a single subject design in a classroom when examining 
group contingencies. Future research could evaluate what type of data supports the effectiveness 
of the GBG (e.g., group data, individual data, or classroom comparison).  
Another limitation of this study is that group size and group number were manipulated at 
the same time and in opposite directions. It is possible that group size and group number have 
opposing effects. For example, the teacher may be more prone to errors of omission by 
intermittently failing to provide points if there are too many students to observe. Future research 
could compare group size and group number separately.  
Anecdotally, it was noted that students were sitting on their seats and not talking out of 
turn but were also not attending to the teacher’s lesson. It is possible the contingencies reduced 
overt off-task behavior without necessarily increasing on-task behavior (i.e., attending to the 
 
 
21 
 
teacher).  We felt that recording more than two topographies of behavior in each 10-s interval 
would have been too difficult using pencil and paper, but future studies might consider measures 
that directly reflect on-task behavior instead of just the absence of off-task behavior. 
Although treatment fidelity did not fall below 100%, the teacher mentioned how it was 
easier to provide points when the students talked out of turn rather than out of seat behavior. 
Anecdotally, the investigator observed some occasions when the teacher failed to deliver points 
for disruptive behavior. See Appendix B for the fidelity checklist, which did not specify how 
many points the teacher was allowed to miss. Although the effectiveness of the intervention 
suggests the teacher’s implementation was “good enough,” future studies might consider 
assessing treatment fidelity using measures like errors of omission and co-mission. In addition, 
future studies might evaluate how different topographies of student behavior may be easier or 
harder for teachers to detect and use that information to design interventions that have higher 
fidelity.   
Due to the nature of being in a school, absences occurred while the intervention was 
implemented. It is conceivable that a systematic difference in absences across baseline and the 
GBG could artificially inflate the effectiveness of the intervention (e.g., if the student with the 
most problem behavior was absent more during the intervention than in baseline). We examined 
this question by re-plotting the data in Figure 1 and removing data from the most absent student 
(Figure 7). One participant (Bryan), missed the most school during the intervention so his data 
are not included in the graph below. Indeed, disruptive behavior is higher during the baseline in 
Figure 1 as compared to the baseline in Figure 7. Nonetheless, Figure 7 still shows an effect of 
the intervention.  
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Figure 7. Percent of intervals with disruptive behavior for 4 participants. 
Future research could evaluate group size with access to more students to make the group 
sizes with bigger differences, as mentioned in Shapiro and Goldberg (1990). Further, those 
effects should be isolated from those that might result from changing group number. Future 
research could also evaluate how many students the teacher plays the game with. For example, a 
lecture hall filled with 200 students versus a classroom with 20 students. Evaluating these could 
determine if group size has an effect on behavior when playing the game.  
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Appendix A: Usage Rating Profile-Intervention Revised (URP-IR) 
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Appendix B: Treatment Integrity Checklist 
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Appendix C: Data Sheet for Observers 
 
Date: ______/_______/______                Start time: _______   End time: _______  
Observer(s): ______________________ Phase: __________________________ 
Clearly mark (+) if the participant engages in appropriate behavior the interval. Clearly mark (-) 
if the participant engages in inappropriate behavior for 2 seconds or longer during the interval.  
 
 
Interval Participant 
1 
Participant 
2 
Participant 
3 
Participant 
4 
Participant 
5 
0:00-0:10 1      
0:11-0:20 2      
0:21-0:30 3      
0:31-0:40 4      
0:41-0:50 5      
0:51-1:00 6      
1:01-1:10 7      
1:11-1:20 8      
1:21-1:30 9      
1:31-1:40 10      
1:41-1:50 11      
1:51-2:00 12      
2:01-2:10 13      
2:11-2:20 14      
2:21-2:30 15      
2:31-2:40 16      
2:41-2:50 17      
2:51-3:00  18      
3:01-3:10 19      
3:11-3:20 20      
3:21-3:30 21      
3:31-3:40 22      
3:41-3:50 24      
3:51-4:00 25      
4:01-4:10 26      
4:11-4:20 27      
4:21-4:30 28      
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4:31-4:40 29      
4:41-4:50 27      
4:51-5:00 28      
5:01-5:10 29      
5:11-5:20 30      
5:21-5:30 31      
5:31-5:40 32      
5:41-5:50 33      
5:51-6:00 34      
6:01-6:10 35      
6:11-6:20 36      
6:21-6:30 37      
6:31-6:40 38      
6:41-6:50 39      
6:51-7:00 40      
7:01-7:10 41      
7:11-7:20 42      
7:21-7:30 43      
7:31-7:40 44      
7:41-7:50 45      
7:51-8:00  46      
8:01-8:10 47      
8:11-8:20 48      
8:21-8:30 49      
8:31-8:40 50      
8:41-8:50 51      
8:51-9:00 52      
9:01-9:10 53      
9:11-9:20 54      
9:21-9:30 55      
9:31-9:40 56      
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9:41-9:50 57      
9:51-10:00 58      
10:01-10:10 59      
10:11-10:20 60      
10:21-10:30 61      
10:31-10:40 62      
10:41-10:50 63      
10:51-11:00 64      
11:01-11:10 65      
11:11-11:20 66      
11:21-11:30 67      
11:31-11:40 68      
11:41-11:50 69      
11:51-12:00 70      
12:01-12:10 71      
12:11-12:20 72      
12:21-12:30 73      
12:31-12:40 74      
12:41-12:50 75      
12:51-13:00 76      
13:01-13:10 77      
13:11-13:20 78      
13:21-13:30 79      
13:31-13:40 80      
13:41-13:50 81      
13:51-14:00 82      
14:01-14:10 83      
14:11-14:20 84      
14:21-14:30 85      
14:31-14:40 86      
14:41-14:50 87      
14:51-15:00 88      
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15:01-15:10 89      
15:11-15:20 90      
15:21-15:30 91      
15:31-15:40 92      
15:41-15:50 93      
15:51-16:00 94      
16:01-16:10 95      
16:11-16:20 96      
16:21-16:30 97      
16:31-16:40 98      
16:41-16:50 99      
16:51-17:00 100      
17:01-17:10 101      
17:11-17:20 102      
17:21-17:30 103      
17:31-17:40 104      
17:41-17:50 105      
17:51-18:00 106      
18:01-18:10 107      
18:11-18:20 108      
18:21-18:30 109      
18:31-18:40 110      
18:41-18:50 111      
18:51-19:00 112      
19:01-19:10 113      
19:11-19:20 114      
19:21-19:30 115      
19:31-19:40 116      
19:41-19:50 117      
19:51-20:00 118      
20:01-20:10 119      
20:11-20:20 120      
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20:21-20:30 121      
20:31-20:40 122      
20:41-20:50 123      
20:51-21:00 124      
21:01-21:10 125      
21:11-21:20 126      
21:21-21:30 127      
21:31-21:40 128      
21:41-21:50 129      
21:51-22:00 130      
22:01-22:10 131      
22:11-22:20 132      
22:21-22:30 133      
22:31-22:40 134      
22:41-22:50 135      
22:51-23:00 136      
23:01-23:10 137      
23:11-23:20 138      
23:21-23:30 139      
23:31-23:40 140      
23:41-23:50 141      
23:51-24:00 142      
24:01-24:10 143      
24:11-24:20 144      
24:21-24:30 145      
24:31-24:40 146      
24:41-24:50 147      
24:51-25:00 148      
25:01-25:10 149      
25:11-25:20 150      
25:21-25:30 151      
25:31-25:40 152      
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25:41-25:50 153      
25:51-26:00 154      
26:01-26:10 155      
26:11-26:20 156      
26:21-26:30 157      
26:31-26:40 158      
26:41-26:50 159      
26:51-27:00 160      
27:01-27:10 161      
27:11-27:20 162      
27:21-27:30 163      
27:31-27:40 164      
27:41-27:50 165      
27:51-28:00 166      
28:01-28:10 167      
28:11-28:20 168      
28:21-28:30 169      
28:31-28:40 170      
28:41-28:50 171      
28:51-29:00 172      
29:01-29:10 173      
29:11-29:20 174      
29:21-29:30 175      
29:31-29:40 176      
29:41-29:50 177      
29:51-30:00 178      
30:01-30:10 179      
30:11-30:20 180      
30:21-30:30 181      
30:31-30:40 182      
30:41-30:50 183      
30:51-31:00 184      
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31:01-31:10 185      
31:11-31:20 186      
31:21-31:30 187      
31:31-31:40 188      
31:41-31:50 189      
31:51-32:00 190      
32:01-32:10 191      
32:11-32:20 192      
32:21-32:30 193      
32:31-32:40 194      
32:41-32:50 195      
32:51-33:00 196      
33:01-33:10 197      
33:11-33:20 198      
33:21-33:30 199      
33:31-33:40 200      
33:41-33:50 201      
33:51-34:00 202      
34:01-34:10 203      
34:11-34:20 204      
34:21-34:30 205      
34:31-34:40 206      
34:41-34:50 207      
34:51-35:00 208      
35:01-35:10 209      
35:11-35:20 210      
35:21-35:30 211      
35:31-35:40 212      
35:41-35:50 213      
35:51-36:00 214      
36:01-36:10 215      
36:11-36:20 216      
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36:21-36:30 217      
36:31-36:40 218      
36:41-36:50 219      
36:51-37:00 220      
37:01-37:10 221      
37:11-37:20 222      
37:21-37:30 223      
37:31-37:40 224      
37:41-37:50 225      
37:51-38:00 226      
38:01-38:10 227      
38:11-38:20 228      
38:21-38:30 229      
38:31-38:40 230      
38:41-38:50 231      
38:51-39:00 232      
39:01-39:10 233      
39:11-39:20 234      
39:21-39:30 235      
39:31-39:40 236      
39:41-39:50 237      
39:51-40:00 238      
40:01-40:10 239      
40:11-40:20 240      
40:21-40:30 241      
40:31-40:40 242      
40:41-40:50 243      
40:51-41:00 244      
41:01-41:10 245      
41:11-41:20 246      
41:21-41:30 247      
41:31-41:40 248      
41:41-41:50 249      
41:51-42:00 250      
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42:01-42:10 251      
42:11-42:20 252      
42:21-42:30 253      
42:31-42:40 254      
42:41-42:50 255      
42:51-43:00 256      
43:01-43:10 257      
43:11-43:20 258      
43:21-43:30 259      
43:31-43:40 260      
43:41-43:50 261      
43:51-44:00 262      
44:01-44:10 263      
44:11-44:20 264      
44:21-44:30 265      
44:31-44:40 266      
44:41-44:50 267      
44:51-45:00 268      
 
 
 
Percentage of intervals with inappropriate behavior 
Number of intervals with (-)__________________________________ 
 
Total number of intervals ____________________________________   
 
Total %= 
 
Percentage of intervals with appropriate behavior 
Number of intervals with (+) __________________________________ 
 
Total number of intervals ____________________________________   
 
Total %= 
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